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. : "A Comparison of
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The Educ’ati’on for All Handi'capped Children 'Act (P.L. 94-147),
‘enacted in 1975 has mandated that hand1capped ch11dren be
educated W1th nonhandwcapped children to the maximum extent
poss1b1e. S]nce P. L 94- 14? was signed 1nto 1aw there has been 2,
pro]wferat1on of stud1es 1nvestwgat1ng the effccts of 1ntegrat1ng
handicapped children Tnto programs for nonhand1capped children.
Studies of school -aged ch11dren have demonstrated that‘soc1a1
acceptance of handwcapped ch11dren by their nonhand1capped-peers
jsunot easily achieved (Bryan, 1974 Lano Ayers, He]]er,
‘McGlttingen & Walker 1974). However,’ severa1 1n"est1gat10ns of
‘preschool age ch11dren indicate that successful 1ntegrat1on may be
more eas11y ach1eveH if it ‘s 1n1t1ated dur]ng the preschoo] years
(Dun]op, Stoneman, & Cantrell 1980, Guralnwck 1978 Wh1te,
1980) . s
Integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped children is |
‘rapwdly becoming accepted practice at the preschoo] 1eve1 and. is

based not on]y on P.L. 94 142, but a]so on the prem1se that #(

A

nonhand1capped ch11dren serve as peer models of desirable behav1or C

’ for_hand1capped chﬁ!dren (Bandura, 1969 Peterson & Hara11ck
1977). At‘the.preschobl Tevel, severa]_mode]s of integration’ haie
been deveToped 1nc1uding inteérating nonhandtcapped chifdrenxinto :

. a pr09ram for hand1capped ch11dren (reverse mainstreaming)kc |
1ntegrat1ng hand1capped ch1ldren into typ1ca1 programs part ~tine

with cbnt1nued p1acement in'a spec1a1 program part- t1me,

3
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and completely servtng the handicapped child through;a typE<§1 | :
preschoo1 program with teacher consu1tat1on. o 4 - :
E In A1abama, public schoo] sz{vwces foc handwcapped*th1]d::h \lf'

are not‘prov1ded until six years of age. -The Auburn Intervent1on

Nx

Mode]_(PrOJect AIM) at Auburn Un1vers1ty 15 attempt1ng to deve1op
. o |

a service delivery model that w111 allow us toaserve a max1munq

number of preschool handicapped chiddren'by utiiizing existin? ‘

typ]ca1 preschoo1 programs to the greatest extent poss1b1e. The

..

e 4

. research to be reported here is a p11ot study——our 1n1t1a1 attempt
to ana1yze d1fferences in the p1ay behavwor of hand]capped and
nonhand1capped ch11dqen. ‘The- purpose of this research %as to
fac111tate curr1cu1um deve1opment in our program so. that children

' who are likely cand1dates for successfu1 1ntegrat10n exper1ences

can be 1dent1fﬁed tra1ned on any needed social 1nteract1on 7
sk111s, and hopefu11y, success’u11y p1aced in typ1ca1 commun?t?;ﬁ
preschoo1 programs. . | |
Method
Subjects - ) - | 'h . .
The subJects 1nc1uded in th1s study were attend1ng the Auburn
Intervent1on Mode1 Preschoo1 Program 1ocated'at Auburn Un1vers1ty. )
: The study 1nc1uded three nonhand1capped three m11d1y hand1capped "

and three moderate/severe]y handwcapped ch11dren. Table 1

> -y - - =0 = e A S M e
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"handicapped chd]dren. A1 7of the subjeets were.attendihg the same

preschgy] class for one-h 1f day sessions, three days a week
“

/

_ Four other ch11dren ftwo nonhand1capped and two’ m11d1y
c

2 hand1capped a]so attended the class, but were not 1nc1uded in the

studyfhecause of scheduling d]ff]cultles.

Setting ‘

N

SubJects 1nc1uﬁdﬁ in the study attended the Summer 1983
‘sess1on at PrOJect AIM. The AIM program is 1ocated on the campus

oﬁ,Auburn Un1vers1ty 1n Auburn A]ahama. wateen m1nute

observat]ons were recorded for each ch11d on video tape in AIM!s

_—

main classroom by a trained graduate assistant. These

observations of p]d ere tapedfdurfng "free time" on several
& T

.
4 4

d1fferent days. Dur1ng th1s t1me, chw]dren were free to choose
the1r p1ay act1v1ty and mater1a1s.» The act1v1t1es wh1ch were

;"ava113b1e dufing the free t1me included:’ 1ook1ng at books,

vl v [ : : . \

_ working‘puzzles,.playihgcin a kitchen-center, é%lor1ng, playing
. with'p1aydougﬁ, and-playing with'any other“availablé toys. jhere'

were ﬂpproximately 1§fstudents and 4 adults present in the

P -~
. 4

: %iaSshgpﬁ each day. o o P
Procedure b - o L

~Observations of the ch11dren 1nc1uded in the study were
recorded.pn v1deo tape in order that cod1ng of behav1ors could be

Lo ¥
comp]eted at a 1ater time. Each child was taped for a tota] of

B N N A

. N L . . . ) ) . -y -




'categorie§§were identifiied and def{ned based on the work of ‘Walter
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approximately 15 minutes. ‘However, the totaltsegment did not

~ \

“ necessarily occur at one time. Some children were observed. on two

or three days for a few minutes each day due to scheduling

An ohservat1ona] procedure was deve]oped for the purpose of

ob] .
pr ems N

-

recording and” cod1ng behav1ors from the,tapes. Behavioral

and V1ncent {1982) and Field, .Roseman, DeSteYano, and Koewler

-

(1982) A time samp11ng procédure was used wh1ch 1nc1uded 10

seconds of observation followed by 5 seconds of record1ng t1me.
An aud1tony s1gna1 was used to alert the observer of observat1on
segments., During each 10-second interval, the fo]]ow1ng behav1ors

'

were coded.

Behavior SR Definition .
1. Interaction (1) Any verbal interaction which inVo]ved

~the child e1ther speak1ng to someone or
be1ng spoken to; any non-verba]
1nteract10n wh1ch 1nvo]ved the ch11d
including any phyS1ca1 tiuch, any
communicative.gggture onvplaying w}th .
- . .the same toy. | |
_iNon-{nteraction (NI) ‘If no interqction;occurred during thevlo

seconds, a. noninteraction was recorded.

o



Interaction with
adult (A), typical
peer (TP), or, ~
handicapped peer
(HP)

Ex)

Initiated by child?

Yes or No

Interaction .

appropriate? . .,
A or NA

-_'Non Interaction )
© type:

T (toyvd1rected)
S.(Self directed)
NA (non-eppropriate)

1) Toy-directed behgvior--child

A Comparison of |

. 6

,Designation of thouse with whom the child

interacted. The chaices included adu]t,

typical peer, or hand1capped peer. If
the child interacted w;ih A TP and HP

during an 1nterva], all were recorded.

.Whether .or not the child being observed

initiated the interaction which occurred
during the interval. Interaction which
was oh-going at the beginning of.the'

interval was not‘counted here.

’Interact1on dur1ng the. 10 second

1nterva] was coded as appropr1ate or
non-appropriate. Non-appropr1ate wa’
definee as'ahy_behavﬁdr whieh'is
disruptive to a classroom and me -
require teacher ipterventionlu
ff»no'interaction occyrred (acéording to
the previous definition of interaction)

the type of behavior the target thiid

“displayed wd{ﬁ;;;Rb@y three -

descriptorsi

- actively using a toy; = -+ o
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Self-directed hehav1or--any

'behav1or which is not toy- d1rected

nor is it disruptive;

éxamp]eé-ffooking at others, walking

K

around "

R
’
~

Non-appropriate behavio?éftarget'
child's behavior 1s disruptive

(1ee4, temper tantrum, us1ng a toy.

/ *

in manner which is, d1srupt1ve to the

c]ass). More than one of these 3
: ~ ‘

types could be scored for a given

/ n

interval.

L 4

To- obta1n a measure of re11ab1]1ty, th/observers

s1mu1taneous]y coded the tapes for two of t e nine subJects.

Interobsetver reliability was ce]cu]ated for each ‘of ‘the five

o

categories using the following formuTa:

]

# of agreements ., - O 3

¥ of agreements + # of disagreementsi

2

A

Reliabiiity was found to be as follows: L ,\ .
N . ' , ) ’ e )
L‘f . i !
. ; . “/ ‘;’;
L4
. 8 I - /
B ’,\ s o /’//
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T o . childA® S~ Chitdm,
'Behaviorat Category Reliability .» & Reliability
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Once all the video tapeschad been coded, totals, and ..
percentages were computed for each of the five observation
categories. Initially, tota]s Jwere obtawned for each of.the

categories. These tota]s were then conver{ed to percentage% of

" total interval scores so_that#the fo]]ow1ng_1nfgrmat10n ‘became

o K2 ) . i b4
‘available: - ' o

The percentage of intervals dhring which interaction took

place within\the time seg:ent. N g _ )

The percentage of i erva]s‘during which interactions were
. R

Fe o .

A1n1t1ated hy the ch1]d

-

> The' percentage of 1nterva]s durwng wh1ch 1nteract10ns took

place w1tp an adult, w1th a.typical peer, and w1th a ngndwcapped
5 . . .
peer. : 5 ' .

.o

The percentage of 1nterva]s dur1ng which- 1nteract10ns were
_ . s P

iy,

4
‘('r

. non appropr1ate.
| The percentage of 1nterva]s dur]ng wh1ch non- 1nteract1bns

~were non- appropr1ate, were toy’H1rected, and were se]f d1rected

ko2 . 0 »
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) Results -~ R ‘
. The obtained:'data was analyzed across.the groups of
: N ' R 1 v e
*~ nonhandi capped, mild, and moderate/severe using the Friednan Lo
TWO-Hay Ana]ys1s of Var1ance (Siegel, -1956) ¢ NO’significant P
’ 4 . ) .
. d1fferences were found at the .05 ]eve] . : "
\ VY ’ : . ’
.Table ? presents the mean percentages of intervals coded for
A $
each category w1th1n the three groups.of SUbJeCtS. A réview ‘of
. ! . ’ - \ . &, s ‘ -
P ieiieieieiebie b etk ’ ¢ . .
Insert Table 2 about here J '
——pmmm———- R e e R ‘
. P,

Table 2:a] ows us to note the following. 1There was very littTe K

. . . . \
o . ) . [ R S
‘differencd in-the percent of intervals showing interactions for
i ;

the three.grdbps of subﬁects. The nonhandicapped; mi]o; and, .

moderate/severe subjects Spent close to the same percéntage of

1nterva]s in 1nteract1on ‘'with others. However;tthere were:

s

d1ffenences between the groups in terms of those with, whom they .

A
N

;1nteracted. The nonhand1capped group had most 1nteract10ns with

. typical peers (X = 67%), then hand1capped peers TX 25%)
Teestbwith adylts (X.= 17%). The'mild group had most 1nteract1ons N
with handicaggedfpeers (X = 81%), thep adults. (X = 38%), and 1east

with typica] peers (X = 16%)- The moderate/severe groupvhad most

. R ) . .

1nteract1ons w1th adults X 447) then typical peers (X = 30%),
and ]east w1th hand1capped peers (X 25%). - | -'W?%
e. ; . : 2 i

L]
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» ’ 5‘ B L, ),

The nonhand1capped and mild group were very s1m1]ar in .the
’ v 1y N
'percent of 1nterva]s shOW1ng that they 1n1t1dted 1nteractions

¥

N (X = 49% and X = 48%) . sHoWever,,the moderate/severe group

S _ o
demonstrated fewer initiations of interactions (X = 24%).

A1l three groups had a‘re]ative]&H10w,per¢entage of -

a

_'nonapproprﬁate 1nterections: The percentages were the same for
: nonhanqiéapped and mild groups (X = 4%) and higher for the
i v ‘
moﬁera%e/severe group (¥ = 10%). . -,

AlH three groups had close to 70% of all 1nterva]s recorded
\’as non 1§teractron. N Of these non- 1nteract1on 1nterva]s the

h'resu]ts how that all three* groups engaged mostly in toy- d1rected

‘behav1or \h = 65%, X = 79% X %) w1th the m1]d group hav1ng

the most t y-directed behav1or (X 79%) Se]f d1rected behav1or,\
“which, 1nc]u ed anyth1ng not toy- d”rected or d1srupt1ve was also

§ very s1m1]ar\across categor1es»(Xq 57%, X = 467 X = 52%)u The

’

7 '

moderate/severe group (X .=-3%). ~~Th1s°behavior was.not recorded at

s all for the m1]d and nonhand1capp€d groups,’

percentage of\honappropriate nonihteractjons was higheSt for the

.

D1scuLs1on L

A

The results d{ this p110t study can be compared to other

Il u
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Stoneman, & Cdntre]l, 1580: Walter and ancent, 1982). 1In the.
- present study, which emp]oyed a reverse mainstreamed setting, most

. . R 1 « N
interact ions with adults were found for the moderate/severe group.

In a mainstreamed kindergarten setting, Walter and Vincent (1982)

found that the children who were judged by their teachers to be
- . ) . ’ . .

A

thevmost sucessfully integrated had the 1east4?hteraction with

i om—at,

adults. However; 1n segregated enviromments, Field, Roseman,

\ .

Deatefano, and Koewler (1982) found that nonhandicapped children
. 1nteracted with teachers equally as much as hand1cappz

d ch11dren.

In the present study, there was little difference betheen the

n‘

nonhe ndlcapped and m11d groubs in terms of the initiations of

interactions recorded. Water and Vincent (1982) report the same -

-~

‘finding for their subjects in a mainstreamed'kindergarten setting.

These authors aiso report'that soccessfu]1y integrated

¢

pneschoo1ers demonstrated more . appropr1ate on-task. behav1or than

» &

preschoo]ers not suctessfu11y integrated wh1ch ‘can be compared to

our f1nd1ng that the m derate/severe group demonstrated the
‘K

.‘h1ghest level of nonappro§r1ate (d1srupt1ve) behavior.,
h

~Field’ et'a1 (1982) ave suggested a deve1opmenta1

\
progressdgn from se1f d1rected to teacher-d1rected to toy- d1rected

to peer- direct 2d ‘play behav1or.‘ In t}°1r study, the severe1y

-~

"hand1capped ch11drén demonstrabed the 1east peer d1rected and
‘ »\
toy -directed hehav1or and the most se]f d1rected

(se]f—st1mu1at1ng) ‘behavior: 1In the present study, the




A Comparison of

C . i .
L) N "‘ X ’ ) ) .. ! ) 12 g

norhandicapped and moderate/severe group were very sjmilar in

A . : ¢ N - S
. . [

termsiofmthe percentage of se]f;directed and toy-direCted- N
behafior. However, " ther d1rected" behav1ors were coded under

- the category of se1f d1rected 1n this study, therefore, it is. not
poss1b1e to te]] whether there actually’ ex1sts a d1fference .

/

. between these two groups wh1ch is not 1dent1f1ed due to the

-

cod1ng system.
b Research in the area of 1ntegrated preschoo] s1tuat1ons
varies greatly;-vMany_d1fferences “exist between.studfes-1n terms

- of the behaviors se1ected_for obServation, the settings chosen for

*observation, the ‘degree of 1ntegrat1on, (segregated, reverse’

mainstreamed or ma1nstreamed)“ teacher behaviors, attempts to
. ol
\ \11“1_.r

' fac111tate 1nteract1ons, and numbers ‘of ch11dren present. It is
\ w R

’d1ff1cu1t to arrive at def1n1te\conc1us1ons from the ex1st1ng

-t

literature on*the character1st1cs which provide for successfu1
, \ ‘
integration of hand1capped and no\hand1capped preschoo]ers.

Rather, decisions to 1ntegrate, appear to be based on_ the mandate
'fof least restr1ct1ve ‘educational env1ronment gfven by P.L. 94 142,
.the Education for All Hanchapped Ch\]dren Act, and on
detenn1nat1ons of "best edicational pract1ce (V1ncent, Brown, & ~ -

Getz- Sheftel 1981) by profess1ona1s in the’ féeld C]ear1y, there

is a need,io we]] des1gned studies wh1ch w111 provide a so]1d

4

research basis for\educat1ona] dec1srons in this area. _
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“Table 1

< Children Included in Pilot Study

A Compéfison off

15

> Group

CA at

observation

Areas of -

delay

Nonhhnditapped;‘

Nonhandi capped
Nonhandipapped /

- Mild =

Mild

Mild -

. ) .l”s};"q,'. .

5Modeﬁate/5evere'

£3

a

Moderate/Severé: -

3.0 yrs . .

4‘yr§. 6 mos.

| 2yrs. iO.hOS,»

"4 yrs. 1 mo.

3 yné. 9 mos.

4 yrs } mp.- ~——_

!

4 yrs 1mo. .
. . }: N . .

¥ [
4‘yrs; 1 mzﬂ

[

.
4

5 yrs 10 pos.

language,’

none

none
none
physical
speééh and-

language

tﬂeech'éﬁd
. nguage, \\\\\\\

cognitive,
behavior

cognitive,
speech and
language,
physical,
behavior

cognitive,
speech- and
1anguage,
behavior,
physical

physical, .
cognitive,
speech and

behavior

|

4

|

|



Table 2

Mean Percentage of fhterve

Whamin 0 ' Tntapart



